
REMARKS 

Applicants acknowledge that the rejections of claims 1-42 have been withdrawn. Claims 
33-42 have been allowed. Claims 1-9, 11-17, 19-28 and 32 are rejected. Claims 10, 18 and 29- 
31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected claim but would be allowed is rewritten in 
independent form. Claims 43-46 have been newly added. Therefore, claims 1-46 are pending in 
this application. 

Applicant acknowledges and appreciates that the Examiner has found the Applicant's 
previous arguments persuasive and, therefore, has withdrawn the previous rejections. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 4-9, 12-13, 15-17, 20-22, 24-28 and 32 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,735,302 (Caine) in view of U.S. 
Patent 6,144,736 (Koenig). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant respectfully asserts that independent claims 1, 12 and 21 are not taught, 
disclosed or made obvious by Caine, Koenig, or their combination. In the Office Action dated 
June 13, 2005, the Examiner asserted that Caine fails to teach a balancing network, as well as a 
downstream signal passing through the balancing network to generate a second voltage, and an 
upstream adapter to subtract the second voltage from the first voltage to generate an upstream 
signal. Although the Examiner is correct in that Caine does not teach these elements, Caine 
does not teach other elements of claim 1 as described below. The Examiner relies upon Koenig 
to assert obviousness of the elements that the Examiner asserted are missing from Caine. 
However, Applicant respectfully asserts that Koenig does not make up for the deficit of Caine 
since various elements are not taught by Caine, Koenig, or their combination. Further, as 
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described in detail below, those skilled in the art would not combine the teachings of Caine and 
Koenig to make obvious all of the elements of the claims of the present invention. In other 
words, the requisite motivation is not found in Caine and/or Koenig to provide sufficient 
motivation to combine the disclosures to make obvious all of the elements of claim 1 of the 
present invention. Further, it will be revealed that Koenig actually directs those skilled in the art 
away from the subject matter of the claims of the present invention. In other words, Koenig 
teaches away from the claims of the present invention. 

Although Koenig displays a balance network, it does not provide the elements called for 
by claims of the present invention. For example, the balancing network in claim 1 is adapted to 
receive a portion of the downstream signal that was sensed by a first sensing circuitry, which is 
not taught or made obvious by Koenig, Further, claim 1 calls for a second sensing circuitry to 
sense the current in the portion of the downstream signal passing through the balancing network 
to generate a second vohage and then subtracting the second voltage firom the first voltage to 
generate an upstream signal, which are elements not taught or made obvious by Koenig, As 
described above, the Examiner had already acknowledged that Caine does not teach or make 
obvious these elements; wherein Koenig simply does not disclose or make obvious a first sensing 
circuitry to generate a first voltage, nor does it disclose a second sensing circuitry to generate a 
second voltage, and then subtract the second voltage from the first voltage. 

Koenig merely discloses an alternative circuit to using a winding transformer where a 
balancing network is disclosed along Mdth a line driver amplifier to effectively cancel a voltage in 
a subtracting circuit. ,See column 3, lines 37 -48. However, Koenig does not disclose the first 
sense circuitry to generate a first voltage and the second sensing circuitry to generate a second 
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voltage and then using an upstream driver to subtract second voltage from the first voltage to 
generate an upstream signal, as called for by claim 1 of the present invention. Therefore, Koenig 
does not disclose or make obvious the elements acknowledged by the Examiner to be missing 
from Caine, Furthermore, Caine does not make up for this deficit. 

Additionally, there are several additional elements that are not disclosed by Caine that are 
not taught or made obvious by Koenig. Caine discloses a telephone line interface circuit that has 
a SLIC comprising an operational amplifier. According to Caine, the operational amplifier 
includes a composite MOSFET-bipolar complimentary symmetry driver stage. Caine provides 
for bi-directional conununication between an analog telephone device and a digital transmission 
medium. A coder-decoder (CODEC) disclosed by Caine translates analog signals that is 
received from the SLIC into digital bits. See, col. 2, lines 46-54. The CODEC also translates 
digital bits received from the digital transmission into analog signals. Id, The Examiner cites 
various portions of Caine to disclose or read upon various elements of the present invention. 
However, Applicant respectively asserts that the first and second sensing circuitry called for by 
claim 1, in combination with the upstream driver adapted to subtract the second voltage relating 
to the second sensing circuitry from the first voltage relating to the first sensing circuitry, is not 
taught disclosed or suggested by Caine. This deficit is not made up for by Koenig. The 
Examiner cites for example, the sensing resister 826 in Caine in order to read upon the first 
sensing circuitry and the resistor 846 to read upon the sensing circuitry. See, col. 13 lines 52-65. 
The sense circuit resistor 826 in Caine refers to the sensing of the metallic loop current. The 
metallic loop current generally refers to a situation where equal amount of currents flow out of 
the tip node into the ring node. In contrast to Caine, the first sensing circuitry called for by claim 
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1 of the present invention calls for sense circuitry being coupled to the output driver and being 
adapted to sense a current on the subscriber line for generating a first signal. This is an example 
of an element of claim 1 that is not disclosed or suggested by Caine that is also not taught or 
made obvious by Koenig. Therefore, all of the elements of claim 1 is not taught or made obvious 
be Caine, Koenig, or their combination. 

Furthermore, without using improper hindsight reasoning, those skilled in the art would 
not combine the disclosure of Koenig to make obvious the elements of the claims of the present 
invention. Firstly, sufficient motivation must be present in the prior art disclosures to cause 
those skilled in the art to make obvious the elements of claim 1 of the present invention. This 
motivation simply does not exist in the prior art and the Examiner provides no evidence or 
arguments to the contrary. Koenig is directed to a technique for powering telephone lines for 
using unbalanced circuitry. For example, Koenig discloses (in Figure 2) an unbalanced current 
source and a current sink providing a regulated current to the wireline of the connections of the 
tip and ring signals. See Figure 2, column 18, lines 31-36 of Koenig. Additionally, Caine 
discloses that the unbalanced current source and current sink provide longitudinal to metallic 
balance when measured to standards such as FCC Part 68, etc. See Colunrn 19, lines 23-27. 
Therefore, Koenig is directed to utilizing an unbalanced current source to improve attenuation 
and return loss. This disclosure teaches away fi-om the balancing network that is based upon the 
first and second sensing circuitries to drive an upstream signal as called for by claims of the 
present invention. Further, the unbalanced current source and current sink disclosure of Koenig 
would not motivate those skilled in the art to use the disclosure of Caine, which is directed to a 
line interface circuit for a SLIC comprising an operational amplifier. Caine is generally directed 
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to facilitating communications between an analog telephone system and a digital transmission 
medium. Simply because Caine and Koenig generally relate to telecommunications does not 
mean that those skilled in the art would be motivated to combine the specific disclosures of the 
two prior art disclosures to make obvious the elements of the claims of the present invention. 
Caine is merely directed to providing communications between analog systems and digital 
systems. Wherein, Koenig is directed to providing an unbalanced current source for improving 
attenuation distribution and retum loss. There is no evidence or arguments to support an 
assertion that there is sufficient motivation in the disclosed prior art to make obvious all of the 
elements of the claims of the present invention. Therefore, those skilled in the art would not 
combine Koenig and Caine to read upon to make obvious all of the elements of the claims of the 
present invention. Further, as provided above, even if arguendo^ Koenig and Caine were 
combined, all of the elements of claim 1 would not be taught or made obvious. Therefore, claim 
1 of the present invention is allowable for at least the reasons cited above. 

Additionally, claim 12 calls for a line card, which comprises a subscriber line interface 
circuit that calls for the first sensing circuitry, the second sensing circuitry, and the upstream 
driver, which are elements that are similar to claim 1 . Therefore, these elements are not taught, 
disclosed, or made obvious by Caine, Koenig, or their combination for at least the reasons 
described above. Additionally, claim 21 provides a method claim that calls for sensing a current 
to generate a first voltage, sensing a current in a portion of the downstream signal passing 
through a balancing network to generate a second voltage and subtracting the second voltage 
from the first voltage, which are elements that also not taught, disclosed, or made obvious by 
Caine, Koenig, or their combination for at least the reasons cited above. Further, newly added 
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independent claims 43 calls for element that contains subject matter that were deemed to be 
allowable by the Examiner, Therefore, independent claims 1, 12, 21, and 43 are not disclosed or 
made obvious by Caine, Koenig, or their combination and, therefore, are allowable for at least 
the reasons cited above. 

Independent claims 1, 12, 21, and 43 are allowable for at least the reasons cited above. 
Additionally, dependent claims 2-11, 13-20, 22-32, and 44-46, which depend from independent 
claims 1, 12, 21 and, 43, respectively, are also allowable for at least the reasons cited above. 

The Examine rejected claims 3, 11, 14, 19 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Caine, in view of Koenig, as applied to claims 1, 12 and 21, and further in 
view of U.S. Patent 5,734,712 (Randahl). 

The Examiner rejected claims 3, 11, 14, 19 and 23 using Randahl to disclose or make 
obvious a protection resistor. However, as described above, Caine and Koenig simply do not 
teach, disclose or suggest all of the elements of the independent claims from which claims 3, 1 1, 
14, 19 and 23 depend. The Examiner cites Randahl to disclose the protection resistor. Simply 
adding the disclosure of Randahl' s protection resistor, still do not make up for the deficit of 
Caine and Randahl. For example, neither Randahl, Caine and/or Koenig disclose the first 
sensing circuitry sensing a current to generate a first voltage and a second sensing circuitry to 
detect a current in a portion of a downstream signal passing through a balancing network to 
generate a second voltage, and then subtract the second voUage from the first voltage. Caine, 
Koenig and/or Randahl do not disclose all of these elements. Further, merely adding the 
protection resistor would not make obvious all of the elements of the claims from which claims 
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3, 11, 14, 19 and 23 depend. Further, those skilled in the art would not combine Randahl with 
Koenig or Caine to make obvious all of the elements of claims 3, 11, 14, 19 and 23 since 
Randahl is directed to on-hook detection, wherein Koenig is directed to an xmbalanced current 
source for improving attenuation and return loss and Caine is directed to interfacing an analog 
system with a digital system. Without improper hindsight, there is no evidence or arguments 
supporting an assertion of motivation to combine these prior art references to make obvious all of 
the elements of claims 3, 11, 14, 19 and 22. However, arguendo, as described above, even if 
these three prior art references were combined as described above, all of the elements of claims 
3, 11, 14, 19 and 22, would not be taught, disclosed or made obvious. Therefore, claims 3, 11, 
14, 19 and 22 are allowable for at least the reasons cited herein. 

Therefore, for at least the reasons cited herein, claims 1-46 are allowable. 

Applicant acknowledges and appreciates that the Examiner has allowed the claims 33-42 
and that claims 10, 18, and 29-31 contain allowable subject matter. Additionally, newly added 
claims 43-46 contain subject matter deemed allowable by the Examiner, and therefore, as also 
allowable. In light of the arguments provided herein it is respectively asserted that all of the 
claims of the present invention are allowable. 

Reconsideration of the present application is respectfully requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition for allowance, 
the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned attorney at the Houston, Texas telephone 
number (713) 934-4069 to discuss the steps necessary for placing the application in condition for 
allowance. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAMS, MORGAN & AMERSON, P.C. 
CUSTOMER NO. 23720 



Jaisdn C. J^, Reg. No. 50,737 
10333 Richmond, Suite 1100 
Houston, Texas 77042 
(713)934-7000 
(713) 934-7011 (facsimile) 
ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT(S) 
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